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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFIC1 



In re Application of: 
Serial No.: 
Filing Date: 
Group Art Unit: 
Examiner: 
For: 



Mail Stop Amendment 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 



Hughes, et aL 
10/606,683 
June 26, 2003 
2645 

Gerald Gauthier 

METHOD FOR PERSONALIZING 
COMPUTERIZED CUSTOMER 



RESPONSE 



SEE /ICE 



Applicants propose no changes to the above identified application. Rather, they argue for 
patentability over the references cited and applied by the Examiner in his office iction 
mailed July 5, 2006. A clean copy of the claims, with status identifiers, is herewith 
included 

The Examiner has withdrawn his 35 USC 102 rejection of independent claims 1. 4, and 
10 under 35 USC 102 (b) in view of US Patent 6,321,188 Bl to Hayashi et aL (I layashi). 
He now rejects those claims under 35 USC 1 03 in view of Hayashi in combinati >n with 
US Patent 6,925, 255 B2 to Reynolds et aL (Reynolds), Applicants traverse this rejection 
as well because the new reference, in their opinion, neither teaches nor suggests the 
feature of the invention described in Applicants* claims for which feature the Examiner 
cites Reynolds. 

Applicants* claims in question describe a method, an apparatus and a computer program 
product for improving and/or enhancing user satisfaction with an automated con tputer 
system by ascertaining user language usage preferences, creating a user profile #nd then 
applying that profile to modify subsequent presentation from the system to that \ 



Hayashi discloses apparatus for language translation, ABSTRACT, While provision 
made for different languages selectable using buttons 16, Fig. 2, into which a 
phrase may be translated and communicated. There is no teaching of making a 
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profile and using it to modify subsequent presentations to the user. Hayashi has 
sets of phrases in each language, col. 2, lines 58-62. 

The present invention, as claimed, enables a user to indicate language usage pattern 
preferences and thereafter have information presented using those preferences, 
feature of taking user input, analyzing it and using the results of the analysis to it 
subsequent presentations to the user is not found anywhere in Hayashi. 

The Examiner in rejecting claiml, refers to Hayashi col. 10, lines 20-27 for disclosing 
Applicant's 1 interactively ascertaining . . step of claim 1 . That part of Hayash 
describes two apparatuses in communication with each other, one with Japanese 
and the other with English selected. It will be recalled that Applicants' inventidn 
find utility in a situation where a user speaker of a language would be comfortab e 
an automated system employing that user's language usage pattern, Specificatioi 
lines 3-15. On its face the reference deals with different languages with no discission 
a given user's preferred nuances of usage. 



This 
odify 



simply 
selected 
may 
using 
page 2, 
of 



The Examiner then refers to Hayashi coL 1 0, lines 37-45 as showing Applicants' 
'creating a user profile . . . ' step. Again Applicants disagree, finding that the perl nent 
section of the reference talks about user selection of a phrase, not anything being do; 
within the apparatus to tailor subsequent presentations to the user. 



cdlsl 



For this step of creating a user profile. . . the Examiner cites Reynolds column 5, 
30. As Applicants read Reynolds, they find a method an apparatus for routing 
on a language preference. As shown in Reynolds Fig. 4 the indicators indicate 
and English, but no further granularity appears. Does the user want British or AJnerican 
English? Castilian or Mexican Spanish? Applicants concede that a user's langiu ge 
choice is stored and thereafter retrieved to facilitate communication. 



In a similar manner, the Examiner refers to the paragraph at col. 10, lines 46-55 
showing Applicants' applying and presenting steps. Applicants traverse this 
well since Hayashi speaks only of how transmission may take place in response 
action. 



Since Applicants traverse the Examiner's position with regard to claim 1, it 
the rejection of claims 4 and 10 using the same parts of Hayashi in combination 
Reynolds is also traversed. Further, the Examiner asserts that Applicants' 'meai 
storing' in claims 4 and 10 is shown at coL 11, lines 15-28 of Hayashi. This is w 
there is no Hayashi equivalent to Applicants' 'means for analyzing . 7 m order 
ascertain user language usage preferences and the cited section of Reynolds doe: 
build a user profile, there can be no means for storing what does not exist 
simply stores a user's language preference for a specific phone number. 



Applicants' invention relates to improving user satisfaction when using automat ?d 
computer or phone systems or the like. Applicants provide an improved user infcrface to 
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whatever the system of which the invention is essentially a front end. Applicants 
invention prompts the user to indicate 'language usage preferences " That phrase 
in all independent claims and is defined, explained on page 2 of the specification 
14-15. Further in the Summary on page 2 line 23 through page 3 line 5, Applicai ts 
provide an overview of how the prompted responses are stored and thereafter use 
present information to that user. Applicants' invention provides a user of a given 
language to indicate preferred usage patterns such as pronouns, pacing and volunje 
in not found in the prior art cited and applied by the Examiner- 



is used 
at lines 



Hayashi is basically a translation device which may be used to facilitate i 
between persons with different native tongues. Any changes which get stored art t 
contextual nature* See for example Hayashi column 1 , lines 28-51 wherein "categories'* 
help in detennining the meaning to be translated for identical words in Japanese, 
contextual nuance is what Hayashi stresses. 



commuqication 
of a 
?gori< 
This 



Such 



Reynolds, on the other hand refers in its title and description to routing calls 
language preference, not a language usage preference as Applicants describe 
Reynolds relates to user choice of language, not usage patterns within a language 



based on a 



and claim. 



The Examiner then rejects under 35 USC 1 03(a) Applicants' dependent claims uking 
various combinations of references, each combination including Hayashi and Re molds. 
Applicants traverse all these rejections because of their interpretation of Hayashi and 
Reynolds. 



Use of a 
n )t teach 
Applicants point out 
cc mprises 



Applicants agree that US 2002/01 52244 Al to Dean et al. (Dean) does disclose 
Web browser. However the combination of Hayashi, Reynolds and Dean does 
or suggest Applicants' features included in their claims 2, 5, and 13, 
their invention may be implemented on an interactive computer system which 
a Web browser. Neither Hayashi, Reynolds nor Dean, together or separately, disclose a 
method, apparatus or computer program product for enhancing user satisfaction Jvith an 
automated computer system as Applicants claim. 

The Examiner next rejects Applicants' claims 3, 8, 9, 11, and 12 using the Haya: hi 
Reynolds combination further in combination with commonly assigned US Patei 
6,584,180 B2 to Nemoto (Nemoto). Applicants agree with the Examiner that Hayashi - 
Reynolds fails to specifically disclose a telephonic response system including 
recognition and generation functions. Applicants agree that Nemoto discloses i 
functions. Applicants, for the reasons stated in traversing the above rejections, : 
that adding the Nemoto feature to the other references fails to yield anything lik< 
present invention. 



The Examiner uses Hayashi - Reynolds, Dean and US 2004/0030557 Al to Culfet al. 
(Culy) in asserting the obviousness of claims 6 and 7* First Applicants again po nt out 
that Hayashi does not deal with, e,g., a user's pronoun preferences. Hayashi, A jplicants 
agree, does not disclose the elements described in Applicants' claims 6 and 7. Therefore, 



Response to July 5, 2006 Office Action October 5, 2006 



v<uce 
ttose 
njaintain 
the 



P*ge3of8 



PAGE 5/10 * RCVD AT 10/512006 10:11:34 PM (Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXIff^ 



10/05/2006 21:95 5123450019 



BRYANT 



PAGE 



06 



AUS920030326US1 



10/SO6,683 



even if those features may be found in Cuiy, the combination will not yield the i 
described in claims 6 and 7 because those claims include the elements of claim ' 
are not found in Hayashi - Reynolds and/or Dean, Culy discloses an apparatus 
method for natural language understanding and provides for parsing in conjunction with 
speech recognition* 



invention 
4 which 
and 



Cu y, 



Claims 14 and 1 5 stand rejected in view of Hayashi - Reynolds, Nemoto and 
Applicants traverse primarily because of their interpretation of the teachings of Hayashi - 
Reynolds. Even if the elements the Examiner finds in the other references were exactly as 
he asserts, the combination does not yield Applicants' invention as described in 
rejected claims. 



tie 



is 



with 
was 
gbestion 



if t lere 



In summary, Applicants believe their claims patentably define over the prior art 
applied by the examiner. Hayashi's translation communication apparatus in conization 
with Reynolds call routing method and system based on user language associatec 
phone numbers do not render obvious Applicants' independent claims. Even if * 
motivation for combining the other references with Hayashi, there is still not su 
of Applicants' contribution of improving the user interface with automated comjjuter 
systems, or the like, by analyzing user language usage pattern preferences and 
result of that analysis thereafter to modify subsequent presentations to that user 
system. A key distinction and difference is that Applicants use a user's preferre< 
language usage patterns to modify subsequent information presented to that 
thereby improve user satisfaction with automated response computer driven 



the 
from the 



us ingl 



; user and 
t syst ;ms. 



Applicants therefore respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider and withdx* w 
rejections. 

Rp4f3^ctfully submi 

>ryant,Reg. No. 
Attorney for Applicants 
(512)345-5806 
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